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ABSTRACT

WARTIME PRESS CENSORSHIP BY THE U.S. ARMED FORCES: A
Historical Perspective, by Captain Paul L. Aswell,
USA, 251 pages.

This study is an analysis of historical factors which form
the basis for past U.S. wartime press censorship by the
U.S. armed forces and the significance these factors have
on future U.S. military operations. These factors are: the
relative success of past voluntary and involuntary
censorship and press restrictions, the effects of evolving
technology on censorship, and the recurring debate over
censorship which preceded each of our conflicts.

The analysis shows an evolution of wartime press censorship
from the colonial era to the Panama intervention, Operation
Jugt Cause, and traces in depth the following conclusions:
improvement in newsgathering technology initially resulted
in the perception that reporting from theaters of war must
be formally restricted to protect operational security and
America’'s tradition of press freedom and the °“people'’'s
right to know" have now outweighed the need for formal
protection of operational security.

The study concludes that technology, Congressional
reluctance to curb the news media, and the desire of the
armed forces to inspire confidence and trust have combined
to eliminate censorship organization and procedures from
U.S. military planning, force structure, and capabilities.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Your fellow citizens think they have a right to
full information, in a case of such great
concernment to them. It is their sweat which iz to
earn all the expenses of the war, and their blood
which is to flow in expiation of the causesz of it.

Thomas Jefferson, January 26, 1799.?

The purpose of this study is to discuss the
historical factors which form the basiszs for past U.S.
wartime press censorship and what significance these
factors have on future U.S. military operations. This
introduction contains the study’'s assumptions and pertinent
definitions. Succeeding chapters discugss wartime press
censorship from the Colonial era through Vietnam. The
final chapter contains a discussion of the effects of
technology on future wartime press censorship.

This study is based on several assumptions. The
first agssumption is that some form of press censorship has
been used in paat U.S. conflicts. Secondly, there are
social and legal objections to press censorship in the U.S.
which originate from a strong legacy of press freedom.

Thirdly, the U.S. armed forces depend upon an

informed, supportive American public for the legal

authority to exist, fundg to operate, manpower, and




materials. And finally, technological change makes it
impoggsible to regtrict the flow of information from future
battlefields.

This thesis will examine, in light of the
assumptions listed above, what is the historical background
of U.S. wartime press censorship and what form, if any,
future wartime press censorship by U.S. military commanders
should take.

Definitions

Throughout this paper, censorship is conaidered
either prior restraint, censorship at the source prior to
publication, or the imposition of such stringent
restrictions on the publication of information on U.S.
military operations as to be in fact prior restraint.

In the U.S. military the Field Press Wartime
Information Security Program (also referred to in the U.S.
Joint Operations Planning System as Field Press
Censorship)? is2 a formal Department of Defense program of
"security review of news material subject to the
jurisdiction of the Armed Forces of the United States,
including all information or material intended for
dissemination to the public.’® The program was officially
eliminated in 1987.¢ No procedures have been implemented
to replace it.

A gsecond pertinent definition is the term

accreditation. For the purposes of this study,




accreditation is formal recognition of a media
representative by a U.S. commander in a theater of
operations. Media representatives will be referred to as
correspondents in this study, meaning:
A journalist, press reporter, photographer,
columniat, editor, publisher, radio or televigion
reporter, commentator, cameraman, newsreel or other
documentary picture production employee accredited
to the Department of Defense and regularly engaged
in the collection and dissemination of news to the
public.®

The term ground rules means guidelines on
information agreed to by military and media representatives
which may be used when reporting on the operations of U.S.
armed forces in combat.

A final definition igs the National Media Pool. The
pool is a twelve-person team representing U.S. media that
deploys to areas of operations overseas to provide news
coverage of Department of Defense operations. The pool
normally deploys representatives of both print and
broadcast media to areas not otherwise accessible to the

media. Pool news products are provided to other national

and local media as a condition of the pool agreement.
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CHAPTER 2

U.S. WARTIME PRESS CENSORSHIP'S COLONIAL HERITAGE

The legal basis for U.S. wartime press censorship
has an English heritage. During America’'s colonial period,
English printers were required to present their material to
the government before publication. Censors arbitrarily
approved, deleted or changed the material. In addition,
printers were licensed by the government. Without a
license, printing was forbidden.® Material on the armed
forces was not excepted. An Act of Parliament in 1649
‘provided that the Secretary of the Army would be empowered
to license all army news."?

‘Treason” and “sedition’ were the initial targets
of the legal efforts of censors in England during America’'s
colonial period. The punishment for these or any other
capitol offense was unbelievably harsh in modern context.
An English writer convicted of sedition in 1633, William
Prynn, was sentenced to be pilloried, to a 10,000 pound
fine, to life imprigsonment, and to have his ears cropped
oft.*® John Twynn, convicted of treason for printing a
book critical of the government, received the following

sentence:




that you be . . . drawn upon a hurdle

[aledge] to the place of execution; and there you
shall be hanged by the neck, and being alive, shall
be cut down, and your privy-memberszs shall be cut
off, your entrails shall be taken out of your body,
and you living, the game to be burnt before your
eyes; your head to be cut off, your body to be
divided to four quarters . . . And the Lord have
mercy on your soul.*

This heritage of control of the pregs and harsh punigshment

for offensive writing accompanied English colonists to

America.

The publication of what is believed to be the first
newgspaper in the colonies was ended after one issue due to
the colonial government's desgsire to control publication of
military information. Benjamin Harris printed the Publick
Occurrences in Boston in September 1690. The paper
described in some detail the defeat of a gsmall colonial
force by a body of French and Indians in the Massachusetts
colony earlier that month. Despite the rather mild,
uncritical tone of the account, the perceived criticigsm of
the handling of the operation drew an immediate reaction

from the government:

Immediately on its publication it was noticed
by the legislative authorities. Four days after,
they spoke of it as a pamphlet; stated that it came
out contrary to law, and contained "reflections of
a very high nature.” They strictly forbade
“anything in print, without license first obtained
from those appointed by the government to grant the
same. " ®

Though there °“was nothing very offensive in any of
the intelligence” that appeared in the paper, the
legislature was “peculiarly sensitive to any infringement




of their power.” This issue of Publick Occurrences was the
first and last newspaper published in the colonies until
1704.¢
In May 1722, New England was startled by the
appearance of a small pirate ship off Block Island, near
Newport, Rhode Island. The ship conducted a series of
attacks on shipping along the New England coast. Word of
the attacks reached the Massachusetts House of
Representatives on June 7th. On June 8th, the House
commissioned a ship to hunt down the pirates, with the
vessel to be ready for sea on June l1th.” The New England
Courant wrote that day,
We are advised from Boston, that the Government
of the Massachusetts are fitting out a Ship, to go
after the Pirates, to be commanded by Captain Peter
Papillon, and 'tis thought that he will gail some
time this Month, wind and weather permitting.®
This caustic comment on the slowness of the
military response landed Benjamin Franklin's older brother
James, the Courant’s printer, in prison. In what was
probably the second attempt to control the publishing in
America of military information, James Franklin was jailed
by the Massachusetts colonial government for more than a
month.®
Franklin obtained his release by petitioning the
government:
In Council, 20th June, 1722, a petition of James
Franklyn, printer, humbly shewing that he is truly
sensible and heartily sorry for the offence he has

given to this court in the late Courant, relating
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to the fitting out of a ship by the government, and
truly acknowledges his inadvertency and folly
therein in affronting the government, as also his
indiscretion and indecency when before the court,
all which he intreats the court’'s forgiveness, and
praying a discharge from the stone prison where he
is confined by order of the court.?®

Colonial government control of the press through
the licensing of printers also resulted in an order to
Franklin preventing him from printing or publishing the
‘Courant or any Pamphlet or paper of the like Nature,
Except it be firast Supervised, by the Secretary of the
Province."** Though Franklin evaded the order by
substituting brother Benjamin’'s name on the paper, a ruse
which allowed him to continue publishing, the tone of the
Courant became more subdued.

The Courant case was followed by another colonial
order declaring that

the printers of the newspapers in Boston be
ordered upon their peril not to insert in their
prints anything of the public affairsgs of this
province relative to the war without the order of
the government.??

Until shortly before the Revolution, while
political commentary repeatedly resulted in fines,
imprisonment, or arrests for violating censorship edicts,
military commentary was rarely so outspoken as to tempt the
colonial governments into taking printers to court. There
was therefore little military censorship by the colonial

governments. But as the rift between Colonial America and

England widened, abusive, inflammatory rhetoric appeared in




the colonial presas. When the patriot press openly spoke of
rebellion, Tory mobs and British troops destroyed sgeveral
newspapers. Patriot mobs in turn attacked and destroyed
the presses of several printers who professed neutrality or
were openly loyalist.,!3
Censorship in the Revolution

During the Revolution, loyalist and patriot mob
action was augmented by political censorship by the
patriots’ new state governments.®* This political
censorship was limited to censoring dissent. Though state
governments repeatedly used their authority to quash
political dissent,®® they made little attempt to censor war
news. This was caused in part by the haphazard reporting
of the war in the revolutionary press. War news was not
gathered by correspondents who directly observed the war,
rather, any report of the war, any official or semi-
official message from the colonial government or British
forces, even private letters, were published. The “papers
of the Revolutionary period took their news as it drifted
in."*®* The delay this caused in the publishing of news on
operations concerning both sides, from a week to more than
a month,*” removed some of the impetus to punish violations
of the censorship edicts.

Another force preventing punishment of censorship

viclations was the reluctance of the Continental Congress




to take action. Though General George Washington wrote to
Congress in 1777:

It is much to be wished that our printers were
more discreet in many of their publications or
accounts transmitted by the enemy of an injurious
nature. If some hint or caution could be given
them on the subject, it might be of material
service,®®

no effort at censorship was made.

One explanation for this reluctance is the founding
fathers' dedication to freedom of the press. Thomas
Jefferson wrote after the war, "The first misfortune of the
Revolutionary war induced a motion to suppress or garble
the account of it. It was rejected with indignation." '*®
Another, poasibly more cynical explanation for the lack of
action was Congress’' fear of demonstrating its

powerlessness. 2°

Censorghip in the War of 1812

The lack of punishment of censorship violations
during the Revolution was repeated during the War of 1812.
There was little change in the delay in publishing war
news, again removing any impetus to censor the publication
of operational information.

Though the war did bring limited reporting on the
field of battle, little censorship resulted. When the
reporter who was probably the first American war
corregpondent, James M. Bradfbrd of the Time Piece of St.

Francisville, Louisiana, enlisted in Andrew Jackson’'s army

10




and filed dispatches during the Battle of New Orleans, no
effort to cengsor them is recorded.??

One case of censorship did occur shortly after the
Battle of New Orleans. The Louisiana Gazette wrote that
*Jackson had réceived word of peace between the United
States and England. 22 Jackson ordered the editor to seek
his permission before printing any more on the subject.33
In the ensuing uproar Jackson, using his authority under
martial law, imprisoned and court-martialed a Louisiana
state legislator who authored an article protesting the
order, and expelled from New Orleans a judge who had
ordered the legislator released. The incident ended when
Jackson was forced by a U.S. court to pay civil damages for
his actions.34

Cengsorship in the Mexican War

Several changes occurred in the reporting of the
Mexican War which could have brought widespread censorship.
The first change was the large number of correspondents
accompanying Zachary Taylor’s and Winfield Scott’'s armies
into Mexico. Dozens of correspondents writing for sharply
competitive newspapers throughout the U.S. reported every
event of the war in detail.3®

A second change, one familiar today to any watcher
of the Cable News Network, was that press reporis of events
in the war appeared days or even weeks ahead of offi.ial

reports.2® The efficiency of Mexican War reporting had its
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root in the use of new technology (the telegraph, the
railroad and the steamship) asz well as the use of dispatch
riders based both in Mexico and in the U.S. who quickly
carried war news to editors.

N;wspapcr dispatch riders carried correspondents’
dispatches across Mexico to Vera Cruz or Point Isabel,
Mexican ports on the Gulf of Mexico. A steamer could then
carry them to New Orleans in as little as three to five
days.2? New Orleans newspapers bearing war news were
carried by dispatch riders to Washington, where the stories
were telegraphed or carried by rail throughout the east.
Even the text of the peace treaty ending the war reached
Wagshington days before the actual treaty arrived. The
government learned of the treaty through the press.3®

These changes could have brought attempts by
commanders in the field, especially Zachary Taylor and
Winfield Scott, to censor all correspondents’ dispatches to
prevent them from providing information to aid the
Mexicans. Though several newspapers were suppressed and
correspondents endured “occasional uses of censorship and
other forms of press harassment, 3® no widespread
censorship took place. Several factors prevented
commanders from taking this action.

First, aside from the fact that few dispatches
carried much information of any significance to the

Mexicans, many of them did contain a "palpable intention to
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flatter certain commanders,” or were a “chronicle of
'thrilling achievements’ by our 'gallant troops.’' ®° Since
the Mexican War was relatively short and successful and
there was no evidence that newspaper accounts aided the
Mexicans, there wag no need to stifle criticism. On the
contrary, the flattery heaped on Zachary Taylor by these
correspondents almoat certainly propelled him into the
presidency.

Second, the presence of the correspondents on the
campaign and the service they provided was not looked on as
being undesirable by the commanders. For the first time,
correspondents provided their newspapers with "detailed
lists of battle casualties."** The publishing of these
lists became the first reliable next-of-kin notification
system for casualtiegs in an American war.

Moast correspondents were combatantg. Many served
a8 “"honorary” aides-de-camp, providing valuable staff
agsgistance to the commanders. Several correspondents or
their assistants were killed or wounded in action while
serving as combatants.

In addition, the erticiont.courier systems created
by the correspondents to carry their dispatches were
allowed to operate without interference. On several
occasions, both Scott and Taylor used these systems to send
official dispatches when their own couriers were killed by

guerrillas.®3® U.S. commanders in the Mexican War did not

13




object to the presence of correspondents and had little to
gSain through alienating them by enforcing widespread
censorship.

Censorship in the American Civil War

The decision to enforce censorship in the Civil War
could not be ignored by the leaders of Union and the
Confederacy. Large numbers of reporters wrote at length on
the war for audiences whose enthusiasm for the war wavered
but enthusiasm for war news did not. New York newspapers
often devoted one-third of their writing to the war.3*3®
This clamor for war newsg and the speed with which war news
could be published--a legacy of the technological changes
in reporting introduced in the Mexican War, with the
addition of field photography--caugsed the leaders of both
sides to consider unprecedented control of the press.

Wartime Press Cengorship in the North
In the North, during and after the Fort Sumter

crisis, the implementation of censorship proved haphazard.
The Northern press, for example, had access to and wrote
about the contents of official reports before the Federal
government received them. The report of Union Major Robert
Anderson announcing the surrender of hisg Fort Sumter
garrison was provided verbatim to the Northern pressgs prior
to its being telegraphed to Washington. Thus the first
stories on the beginning of the conflict were printed

before the government received the report.3®¢
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The Northern government’'s first concern was with
the protection of information on military operations. At
the beginning of the war, Union commanding general Winfield
Scott, worried about news of troop movements being provided
to the enemy by reporters, “complained in fact that he
would prefer a hundred spies in any camp to one
reporter, °3°

The first attempts at censorship in the North were
aimed at the Washington telegraph wire. While some use of
the hundreds of miles of telegraph lines in the northeast
U.S. had been used to report the Mexican War, the tens of
thousands of miles of telegraph wire available to reporters
in 1861 made their large-scale use posgssible.*®

In April 1881, Secretary of State William H. Seward
atopped the tranamission of press reports on Union troop
movements over Washington telegraph lines.*? He finally
formalized this practice with his July 1861 order
appointing a censor to “prune outgoing (Washington)
telegrame of anything supposedly helpful to rebellion."3®

Censorship of telegraph lines followed the Union
forces to the field. The commander of the Union forces in
Washington, Irwin McDowell, informed reporters that °“no
further dispatches relating to the army’'s movements
and no newspaper reports of any character would be
transmitted® until reviewed by his gtaff.®*® Since all

telegraphic communication with Union forces in the field

15



wag routed through Washington, censorship followed the army
as it maneuvered in Virginia for the Battle of Bull Run in
July 1861.

Immediately before the battle, however, General
Scott reached an agreement with reporters permitting the
uncensored use of the telegraph to report the “progress and
resulta of all battles actually occurring® and other war
news within certain guidelines.*® The actual agreement is
the first recorded use of ground rules. The agreement read
in part:

A

i. That no reports of arrivals, departures or
other movements of troops shall be forwarded by
telegraph, nor any statistica of army numbers or
munitions;

2. That no mutiniegz or riots among the soldiery be

telegraphed;

3. Nor any predictions of movements to ensue.*?!
The agreement held for all of nine days. When

General Scott learned of the rout of Union forces at Bull

Run, he reimposed strict censorship on the telegraph.*?

Censorship of telegraph reports remained haphazard
and indiscriminate throughout the war. Reporters
supportive of the government endured little or no
censorship. The reports of New York Tribune reporter

Samuel Wilkeson, a favorite of Secretary of War Simon

Cameron, were ‘permitted to go out without censorship. +3

Even opposition to the government was not

necessarily cause for greater restriction. The respected

16




Wagzhington reporter "“Shad" Adams of the Democratic
opposition’'as New York World was in:
high standing among government officials.
Even the telegraph censor, Benjamin P. Snyder,
frequently permitted Adams to send out dispatches
without submitting them for prior examination,
simply on the strength of Adams’ assurance that the
material they contained was "all right."**

Even when censorship was strictly imposed, there
were few restrictions on what appeared in newspapers,
provided the reporter could get his copy to the printer
(and as long as the administration did not take affront to
the reporting and close the publication or arrest its
publisher). When General Scott reimposed censorship of the
telegraph lines after the disaster at Bull Run, reporters
merely left the battle on horseback or passenger traing to
file their gtories. +®

Other reporters went to greater lengths to
circumvent censorship. Before the Battle of Antietam, the
Washington correspondent for the New York Herald wrote in a
letter to his paper:

You desire that everything in reference to the
campaign in Maryland shall be sent by telegraph. I
have tried in vain to comply with that request and
find that all my dispatches, however carefuilly
worded in regard to the pogition of affairs in
Maryland are cut out, and, as the news is
important, I have adopted the plan of sending
everything of that Kind by mail in order to secure
its transmission.*®

George W. Smalley of the New York Tribune avoided

censorship while reporting the same battle by riding:
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. for six hours before he reached a telegraph
office. After he persuaded the operator to accept
his message, it was not aent to his paper, but to
Washington, where it was held up for six hours
before being forwarded to New York. Smalley could
not get a wire for his main story and had to carry
it to New York himself, writing it on the train.+*?

The State Department’s control of the Washington
telegraph continued until Congress concluded a series of
hearings critical of the suppression of political
commentary by the State Department censor. In February
1862, Congress caused the telegraphic censorship
responsibility to be given to the War Department.*®

A second technological change which could have
resulted in censorship was the capability to record and
publish images of the war by illustrators or photographers.
The first, the widegpread use of detailed, lifelike
woodcuts in newspapers and weekly magazineg, depicted not
only battlefield scenes and nearly photographic likenesses
of "leading wartime figures® but also campaign maps
depicting troop dispositions and movements.4*® Hundreds of
artists published thousands of illustrations during the war
(Harper's Weekly and Frank Leslie’s Illustrated Weekly
alone employed nearly 80 artists and published more than
3,000 {illustrations) ,®° but were infrequent targets of
censorship. One reaction to a censorship violation over

the publishing of illustrations was the banning by Major

General George B. McClellan of the Harper
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campg of the Army of the Potomac during the spring of 1862
for “printing sketches of McClellan’'s siege works. ®?

The other capability to record and publish images
of the war, by photograph, was made pogsible by the
celebrity status of photographer Matthew Brady. The
ubiquitous Brady and his associates took more than 3,500
photographs of the conflict from Fort Sumter to Appomattox
with the permizsion of President Lincoln and under the
protection of the Secret Service.®? Since no technology
had been developed to allow printers to include photographs
in their publications, any impetus to censor their
publication was stilled.®®* Though the graphic nature of
these photographs was at times diasquieting, no recorded
attempt to censor photographs survives.

A second attempt at voluntary censorship of war
reporting occurred after the Bull Run failure of voluntary
censorship. This agreement with reporters was made by the
new commander of Union forcesgs in Washington, McClellan.
His arrival in the capitol was greeted by reporters with
optimiam. Within two days of his assuming command of the
Army of the Potomac, he met with the press and:

promigzed to extend every possible facility
for obtaining information to the newspapermen, but
on two points would insist on complete secrecy; (1)
no publication of the arrival of new regiments in
Washington; (2) no mention of any movements or
future plans of the army.®+

McClellan quickly followed the meeting with a

formal agreement with the Washington press corps. This
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agreement, as General Scott’'s agreement had the month
before, permitted the uncensored use of the telegraph to
report war newg within certain guidelines.®® The agreement
read in part:

l1st: That all such editors be requested to

refrain from publishing, either as editorial or as
correspondence, of any description or from any
point any matter that may furnish aid and comfort
to the enemy;

2d: That they may be also requested and
earnestly solicited to signify their correspondents
here and elsewhere their approval of the foregoing
guggegtion and to comply with {t in spirit and
letter;

Also resolved: That the Government be
respectfully requested to afford to the
representatives of the Press facilities for
obtaining and immediately transmitting all
information suitable for publication, particularly
touching engagements with the enemy.®®

This agreement, like the first attempt at voluntary
censorship, was short-lived. Three days after it was
signed, articles appeared in the New York Times and the New
York Tribune concerning an ineptly-led Union campaign in
what is now West Virginia. The circumstances of how these
articles were researched, written, and reacted to by the
Northern leadership are representative of the problems of
censorship during the Civil War and quickly put an end to
voluntary censorship.

William Swinton of the New York Times and Albert D.
Richardson of the New York Tribune travelled in July 1861
to the western Virginia headquarters otf Jacob D. Cox, the
local Union commanding general. After presenting

themselves and their credentials to Cox, they requested
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permission to accompany the Union column during upcoming
operations and asked that they be permitted to live at the
headquarters while writing about the campaign. These
request2, representative of Union field command practices
for dealing with reporters throughout the war, were
rejectaed by Cox. After some debate, Cox allowed them to
accompany. the column but demanded that they provide their
stories to hig staff for review prior to publication.
Outraged by their frosty reception and the threat of
censorship, the reporters assented to the condition. 1In
actuality neither would ever:

submit any of their letters to his statf for

censorship.

Denied the fellowship and confidence of Cox’'s
officers, alternately disciplined and ignored,
Richardson and Swinton followed the expedition as
outcasts [and] . . . so the two New York
journalists discovered the shabby truth about the

campaign.®”

Denied access to the commander and his staff,
Richardson and Swinton went to the only source available:
any member of the command willing to talk. In many cases,
their sources were disgusted with Cox, an opinion obviously
shared by both reporters. Their reports, probably
retaliation for the contempt which the reporters felt they
had endured, were forwarded by mail to circumvent Cox's
cengsorship. The reports clearly portrayed Cox and his
command as ineffective and inept.®®

Reaction by the Northern leadership was swift.

Their concerns were twofold. ‘Were newspapermen qualified
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to pass judgement on general officers? Should
correspondents be permitted to destroy military careers by
harsh criticism?°"®® Their answer to these questions was
soon published in General Order 67, which declared that:

. . all correspondence and communication

verbally, or by writing, printing or telegraphing’

respecting operations of the army and aftfairs of

the military or naval establishments were

forbidden, except on authorization and with the

consent of the commanding officer.®°

The attitudes of the Northern leadership had
hardened a8 a result of Richardson’'s and Swingon's critical
reporting. Since violation of General Order 67 also
violated the Articles of War, a reporter could face
execution for circumventing it. Censorship could no longer
be ignored.®?

The imposition of strict censorship followed
McClellan’'s army to the field for the Peninsula campaign in
the spring and summer of 1862. The delays inherent in
having a commander approve each outgoing reporter’s
dispatch caused a considerable uproar. The dissatisfaction
with this system resulted in Secretary of War Edwin M.
Stanton’s order for a “parocle system, which, in effect,
made each correspondent his own censor.“®? The order
contained some limitations. Each correspondent had to take
a loyalty ocath to the U.S. and had to swear that:

He would not write, make or transmil any

intelligence, opinion, statement, drawing, or plan

that would give or tend to give aid or comfort to
the enemy. He further was required to avoid making
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any reference in his correspondence to the
following:

1. The location or change of location of
headquarters of generals, as well az the names of
generals, regiments, brigades, or divisions.in the
field "except when engagements have taken place.”

2. The number of regimenta, brigades,
divisions, batteries or pieces of artillery, or the
proportion of cavalry in service at any point.

3. The kind of arms or ammunition used or the
number of days’' rations served.

4. The number of transports used for any
movement, the description of any movement, until
after itgs objective had been accomplished or
defeated, allusions to the object of movements or
suggegtions of future movements or attacks.

5. The position or location of camps, pickets,
or outposgts.

6. Pictorial representations of Federal
fortifications or lines of defenses.®®

These restrictions were not enforced and were
therefore ignored by the correspondents. One explanation
for the lack of enforcement was that the restrictions were
carried in a voluminous document, too long to be read by
guards. Any reporter presenting the voluminous “parole’
would be passed by a guard who did not want to “take the
trouble of reading through it."®4

In the West, Major General Henry Halleck became
exaaperated with what he perceived to be unwarranted
criticism and meddling in his campaign by reporters. He
issued an order which “demanded the removal of
‘unauthorized persong’ from the campz" to an area “nearly
twenty miles to the rear. " ®® The order resulted in the
expulsion of all reporters from the area ofi operations of
the army and stirred controversy which lasted throughout
the war.
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The basic problem which boiled to the surface in
the ensuing uproar was the conflicting requirements of
traditional press f{reedom and the requirements of a
government managing a war. The banning of reporters by
Halleck launched a series of attacka in the press againat
"the gcisgsoring of military intelligence tidbits from press
dispatches. " ®*® These attacks typified five arguments used
by the press against censorship during the Civil War.

The first argument by the press against censorship
during the Civil War was that censorship was unnecessary
because it was not completely effective. "Any rebel spy

may count each regiment, battalion and squadron in
Miasouri . . . enforced secrecy was thus ’'the merest
pantomime.’'" In addition, reporters argued that senior
Union officers “let their tongues wag freely” letting slip
more information than any newspaper ever could.®”?

Another reason censorship was cited as being
ineffective was that one mistake by a censor ruined any
possible censorship benefit. A censor was “like a high
wire ;rtist. One slip and he was off the program."*®

The second argument by the press against censorship
was that the way censorship was implemented was
inconsistent and exhibited favoritism. It was argued that
news cut {rom dispatches to one paper were allowed to pass

in dispatches to other papers. Contradictory censorship
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